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GENERAL ELECTRIC'S RESPONSE TO AMENDMENT TO COMPLAINT

By letter dated July 18, 2011, the Federal Election Commission (the “FEC™ or
“Commission”) notified General Electric Company (“GE™), General Electric Company PAC
(“GEPAC") and Marie Talwar, as GEPAC treasurer, (hereinafter collectively referred to as “GE”)
that Peter J. Vroom, ("Vroom") had filed "additional information™ in support of a complaint he
had previously filed with the FEC in February 2011, alleging violations of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“FECA™). As discussed below, this new filing provides no
additional sappert for his complaint end merely censists of a few new irrelervant and unsupported
allegations peppered in a rehash of prowious arguments. Given Mr. Vroon's hirtcry, we urge the
FEC to resalve this matier by fisnling no rsason to believe a violatinn has occurred.

L. Mr. Vroom's Latest Filing is Part of a Pattern of Baseless Claims He Has Made

agaligt GE.

The original complaint in this matter is that GE and Penske Truck Leasing Co., L.P. are
affiliated under FECA, and therefore GEPAC and Penske PAC made an excessive contribution
to Representative James Gerlach. Since the FEC ruled in Advisory Opinion 2009-18 that GE
and Penske were disafTiliated as of March 2009, prior to the contribution, Mr. Vroom argued that
Penske Truck Leasing Co., L.P. misked the Commission in its Advisory Opinion Rexjuest and
that the FEC did not adequately roview or encerstand the docoxsmnts with which it veas
provided.'

! The Advisory Opinion Request was submitted by Penske Truck Leasing Co., L.P. GE did not participate in the
request.
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GE's April 4, 2011, response to the original complaint demonstrated that each of Mr.
Vroom's allegations was without a basis in fact and/or was irrelevant as a matter of law, and that
his complaint was based on his disagreement with the FEC's ruling in AO 2009-18. We also
noted that it appeared Mr. Vroom’s belief that GE was in part responsible for his termination
from his position as President and CEO of the Truck Renting and Leasing Association
(“TRALA™) in July 2009 was the ttue motive tehind his comphiint.

Mr. Vroom's new filing confirms this latter motivation. To put this matter in its proper
context, this complaint is just ane of a number of baseless attacks Mr. Vroom has launched
before other federal agencies, as well as in state and federal court, in reaction to his dismissal
from TRALA. In addition to this complaint before the FEC, Mr. Vroom also has filed the
following actions against GE:?

e A Sarbanes-Oxley whistleblower complaint with OSHA;

» A demnrdd for arbitration with the American Arbitration Association, which
he then sought to stay;

e A complaint in the federal court for the Eastern District of Virginia, which
was dismissed on the groands Mr. Vroom’s claims were subject to the
arbitration he souglit to stay;

e Anactiom in Virginia ste¢a corst, the disarissal of which he isxptoparly
attempted tb circuravent by fillng s= action in the Eastarn District of Virginda;

e A complaint with the Offiae of Bar Counsel of the District of Columbia Bar
against an attarney wha had advised TRALA;

A complaint with the IRS against TRALA and several individual members of
the TRALA board and officers.

To the best of our knowledge, not one of these matters has succeeded. In fact, Mr.
Vroom's actions led to un extraordinarily blunt afmordshinent from United States District Court
Judge Liam O'Grady at the conclusion of a hearing that took place on January 28, 2011, in
Vroom v. General Elsvtric, Inc., (E.D. Va. 2011) (No. 1:10-%-1250).} .Aldheagh we included
the tramsoript of this hearing im GE's mspanse to the eomplaint, Mr. Vioom's insititeerce em

? We referenced these actions in GE's Response to Complaint in MUR 6455, filed April 4, 2011, p. 2.

3 The Vroom complaint the FEC eventually accepted was filed in January 2011. However, it is clear from Mr.
Vroom's staternents in that complaint that his first failed effors to file with ths FEC already had takea placo
prior to the hearing before Judge O'Grady, further showing this action is part of a larger effort.
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continuing his attacks merits a closer reflection on what Judge O'Grady had to say. Judge
O’Grady saw through Mr. Vroom’s unsubstantiated allegations as untethered to the facts and law,
as should the Commission:

The Court: And I am astonished at what I have heard. I mean, there isn't a basis
supplied for this clwain of circimstanees that you have identified. This is one of the
most extraordinary cases of taking leaps and bounds from Ato Bto CtoDto E
without a bit 6f support other than your own conjecture. And I take you at your word
that you could provide further detail, and I understand the notice requirements of
pleading, but under Twembly aml Iqba[ there is no support at this stage for the Sarbenes-
Oxley claims.

* * *

I am going to dismiss the complaint in its entirety. I am going to deny your
motion to amend the complaint that you have filed I guess yesterday to be heard
next week.

I am going to deny at this stage without prejudice, as I must, and allow you to
comsider whether to refile it. I will give you 30 days to do that.

And I am going & hold ary motien for sraetions it ainyance to rae wHat ymu
do with sy ssesnded somplairit. Adl 1 s wight now is a berdarlios: bad faith
attempt to cure what Mr. Vroom believes to have been an employment action which
was not corraat. -

And the suits with the IRS and the other suits are evidence of that. And as
far as I cam tell right now, that's what I see in this action. You can try and convince
me otherwise through an amended complaint which does not contain any of the actions
that should be handled by the AAA. But if you believe there is other actions outside of
the arbitration which yon have juriediction for a fedent action; I'll contidex thene et that
time.

Ret be mindévl #hat what you do in the firiare is going to he a censideration s to
whether a mation for sanetions is considerad and ordered.

So, I will enter an order dismissing the action in its entirety. And I hope that you
will consider very carefully, Mr. Martin, what I have said. And, Mr. Vroom, you as well
will consider what I have said. You have ignored long-standing principles of law in not
going defore the arbitration which you yourself iniviated. You have ignored the rulings of
the Circuit Court and the Rooker-Feldman doctrine.

You have, in arguing tlic motions, gone beynnd genlous repumentation in, at
least iin relatiam as ta whather ths DFA hed henn fally argued or mt wham the actusi
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documents clearly reflect that they were, and Judge Kemler considered them and
correctly dewsled the recossilieration mofion.

So, I will enter an order and you think long and hard about whether to
continue any of this actinn in fedonnd canct.
Transcript of Hearing on Motions, January 28, 2011, pp. 20-23. Emphasis added. (The full
tranucript can be foucd ut Atmchreent 1 to GE's Response to Camplaint.)

Not yurpnisingly, evea thaagh Mr. Vroam: had nppanmtly told the caset i could provide
"further detail," he did net amend bis complaint in the Bastern District of Virginia and on May
23, 2011, Judge O'Grady dismissed the sation with prejudice. Mr. Vroom, however, was not
finished and after the deadline for amending his complaint in court had passed, he filed his
supplement with the FEC. It is within this context that the Commission must view Mr. Vroom’s
new allegations here — they are nothing more that unsubstantiated musings of a person with an
axe to grind against GE. '

1L Mr. Vream's Supplement Consists of Previously Made Allegations and
Unsupported Conjecture, All of Which are Irrelevant.

Mr. Vroom’s uriginat FEC compiuit fuiied avert to alivge a violatien nf FECA aret
therefore required the FEC's guidance to add a possible violation. The new supplement, still
framed as an attack on the FEC's advisory opinion, adds nothing credible or relevant to the
underlying factual allegations. In the end, it does not undermine the FEC's determination that
GEPAC and Penske PAC are no longer affiliated, nor provide reason fo believe a violation has
occurred. ' '

To begin, ths new supplemornt pomridus no nexv svidenfinry segapimt me roal detnils
regarding the factual allegations. For example, under the heading, "GE Continues to Control
Penske Truck Leasing's Operations and Finances," Vroom claims that Penske's statement in the
Advisory Opisinn Reaanst ihat G wns mol involvet in the mamagensient decisions and ragudee
operations of the Penska Tivek loaging Jaint Venture "is scmpletely contradictory with my ewn
personal experiences resulting from numerous meetings, phone conversations and email
exchanges with Peaske's CEO, Brian Hard, Penske Sr. V.P. and General Counsel, Mike Duff,
and Penske's former V.P., Government Relations, Jim Rosen." He further alleges that "there was
a great deal of chaffing and unhappiness expressed to me by Penske's senior executives over the
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dominant role played by GE in Penske Truck leasing's daily operations."* Likewise, he
challenges the claim that Penske PAC and GEPAC did not coordinate contributions by alleging
that he would "sometimes request Penske's assistance in providing campaign contributions for
Members of Congress that our industry wished to support. In some cases, these contributions
were then coordinated amd/or procured through GEPAC."

Despite the claim of personal knowledge of these events, however, Mr. Vroom provides
no specific evidance to sepport his allegations, na copins af mnails, notes af meetiags nor any
other documentatien. He does not even attempt ta specify when and where any of these
discussions took place ar which contributions were coordinated with GEPAC. This lack of detail
makes it impossible to respond to the underlying accusations. Moreover, it makes it impossible
to assess the relevance of the allegations, even if they were true.’

Inneediinly, with rayard to most of tls silaysiionn, Mr. Vinom fiiis to provide when the
alleged activity occurred. Whether any given allegation could even affect affiliation very much
depends on when 1t occuied.® It ean be apsumed that Mr. Vroum failed 05 npecify a time
beomnsr the ects, connrasticms and amails in vdigh ho elsims personst] involvoment took phene
priar ta hia tarmirtion foom TRALA on July 8, 2089. That was less than three weeks after the
reqnest far en Advisory Opinion wes filad and sbaut thime weeks prior ta the issmance of the
Advisary Opinion declaring that GEPAC and Penske PAC were disaffiliated. Therefore, Mr.
Vroom was not at TRALA to observe any activity that took place after the FEC's ruling. Thus, it
is hard to give any credibility to Mr. Vroom's claim filed two years after he was terminated that
"GE Continues to Control Penske Truck Leading's Operations and Finances."

4 However Mr. Vroom defines "chaffing and unhappiness,” it is clearly a subjective standard that has yet to find its
way into the FEC's affiliation criteria.

% For example, while there are restrictions on the political activity of trade associations, itis not illegal for a trade
association to endorse candidates to its members.

¢ It would be saprising if the tww PACs ind vt dincussed condkiinitions prier w the point of disa{fiation timz shne
they shared a cantribution limdt and hed te svoid making excessive contributions.
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As with the original complaint, Mr. Vroom's supplement also complains that the FEC did
not have the relevant facts about the ties between GE and Penske. However, since he must
acknowiedge that the Advisory Opinion Request specifically noted overlapping officers, he
appears to be claiming the problem is that tire names of the persons were not provided or could
only be found at page 131 of the exhibits to the Advisory Opinion Request, suggesting that, evem
if th names were mlevant, the FEC is immpable of examining the exhibits pravided with a
requnst. Likewise, he onee agein alieges thom were insuffiaiemt details pravided alrout the
funding of Pensire by GE. But, as we showed in the respouse to the complaint, a.review of the
Advisory Opinion Request and the Qpinion show that the financing arrangement was discussed
in detail. The fact that Mr. Vroom tries to characterize the funding in different ways does not
undermine the reality that the FEC was fully aware of the relevant facts pertaining to the funding
arrangements.

This paffern is repeated over and over again, with Mr. Vroom challenging the clarity of
the facts in the request for an opinion and the FEC's analyses, while relying on nothing more
than conjecture usid pusported "fasts" that are bore#t of ary evidentiary support..

IIL. The FEC Should Find No Reason to Believe a Violation Has Occurred and
Bismiss this Matter.

Mr. Vroom's camplaint and supplement is nothing more than a misguided attempt to
challenge an FEC Advizory Opimien with which Mr. Vroom disagrees. As such, it clearly fails
to provide a basis for the FEC to find reason to believe GE cannot rely on the Opinion, as
allowed by law, or that it violated FECA in so doing. As shown here and in the response to the
complaint, this is just one part of Mr. Vroom's multifaceted attempt to aftack GE because he
believes GE was responsible for his termination from his job at a trade association.

M. Vroom's lack of support for his allegations is especially significant here since this is
a supplement to a complaint and, according to Mr. Vroom, that original complaint had been
redrafted to allege a violation of the law with guidance from the FEC.” At this point, given his

TAccording to Mr Vroom's original complaint, his earlier attempt to file a complaint had been rejected by the FEC
beamsse it did hot allege a violatian of the FECA. However, with "information" prowided by the FEC, he was
able to refocus his filing to allege a violation of a law within the. FEC's jurisdiction. We note this to underscore

(cont'd)
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several attempts to “get this right" and his claim to have personal knowledge of the facts giving
rise to his allegations, one has a right to assume that he has put his best case forward. In that
light, his failure to provide any evidence of that personal knowledge in the complaint or
supplement must be seen as proving the lack of sui:stance to his claims. Moreover, given the
number of vermes in which Mr. Vroom has unsuccessfully pursued claitns apparently motivated
by his tesminatian as an emplayee of TRALA, alung with his ellegations of personal koewledge,
and the striking similarity in isow ke has pursued those clnims, it als« is fitir to ansume he wiil
contiase to file the same baseless conjectures. Here, we sk the FEC to send a strong message to
Mr. Vroom by the way of a quick and definitive finding of "no reason to believe"” a violation has
occurred.

DATED: August 9, 2011

Spencer Hawes

SKADDEN ARPS SLATE MEAGHER & FLOM LLP
1440 New York Ave. NW

Washington, D.C. 20005

Telephone: (202) 371-7365

Facsimile: (202) 661-0565

Email:  Inoble@skadden.com

Attorneys for Respomdents . .
General Eluctriec Company, Genaral Electric
Company PAC and Mauie Talurar, treasurer.

(cont'd from previous page)
the fact that even though Mr. Vmomhubeengwensevmloppcrummeswper&ctmsarglmm he still falls
very short of providing any support for his claims that GE has violated FECA.



